Tfo-MM  MS 

STRATEGIC  B0H8ARDAENT ; 

THE  LEGACY  OF  THE  AIR  CORK 

1/1  ^ 

/ 

TACTICAL  SCHOOL<U>  AIR 

WAR  COLL  HAXHELL  AFO  AL 

A  A  BERRV  AAR  87  RU-AUC-87-818 

] 

UNCLASSIFIED 

F/G  19/9 

XL 

AIR  WAR  COLLEGE 

RESEARCH  REPORT 

No.  AU-AWC-87-018 


STRATEGIC  BOMBARDMENT:  THE  LEGACY 
OF  THE  AIR  CORPS  TACTICAL  SCHOOL 


By  LIEUTENANT  COLONEL  ARNOLD  M.  BERRY 


DISCLAIMER  NOTICE 


THIS  DOCUMENT  IS  BEST  QUALITY 
PRACTICABLE.  THE  COPY  FURNISHED 
TO  DTIC  CONTAINED  A  SIGNIFICANT 
NUMBER  OF  PAGES  WHICH  DO  NOT 
REPRODUCE  LEGIBLY. 


i 


AIR  WAR  COLLEGE 
AIR  UNIVERSITY 


STRATEGIC  BOMBARDMENT:  THE  LEGACY  OF 
THE  AIR  CORPS  TACTICAL  SCHOOL 


bu 

Arnold  M .  Berry 
Lieutenant  Colonel,  USAF 


A  RESEARCH  REPORT  SUBMITTED  TO  THE  FACULTY 

IN 

FULFILLMENT  OF  THE  RESEARCH 
REQUIREMENT 


Thesis  Advisor:  Lieutenant  Colonel  Joseph  E.  Ryan 


MAXWELL  AIR  FORCE  BASE,  ALABAMA 
March  1987 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS 


CHAPTER  PAGE 

DISCLAIMER-ABSTAINER . ii 

ABSTRACT . iii 

BIOGRAPHICAL  SKETCH  .  iv 

I  INTRODUCTION . .  1 

II  MITCHELL  LAYS  THE  FOUNDATION .  4 

III  OEUELOPMENT  OF  STRATEGIC  DOCTRINE  .  11 

IU  CONTRIBUTIONS  TO  FORCE  STRUCTURE . 13 

U  CONCLUSIONS.  .  . . SB 

APPENDIX . 30 

NOTES . 31 

BIBLIOGRAPHY . 36 


DISCLAIMER-ABSTAINER 

This  research  report  represents  the  views  of  the 
author  and  does  not  necessarily  reflect  the  official  opinion 
of  the  Air  War  College  ar  the  Department  of  the  Air  fares. 

This  document  is  the  property  of  the  United  States 
government  and  is  not  to  be  reproduced  in  whole  or  in  pert 
without  permission  of  the  Commandant,  Air  War  College, 
Maxwell  Air  Farce  Base,  Alabama. 


ABSTRACT 


TITLE:  Strategic  Bombardment:  The  Legacy  of  the  Air  Corps 

Tactical  School 


AUTHOR:  Arnold  M.  Berry,  Lieutenant  Colonel,  USAF 


This  is  a  historical  study  of  the  contributions  to 


the  development  of  strategic  bombardment  in  Americam  air- 
pouier  by  the  Air  Carps  Tactical  School.  The  study  fallows 
strategic  thought  from  the  foundation  laid  by  Brigadier 
General  William  Mitchell  through  its  reinterpretation  and 
doctrinal  refinement  at  the  school.  Additional  insight  is 
gained  by  examining  the  development  of  the  industrial  web 
targeting  concept  and  the  impacts  of  the  school  on  develop¬ 
ing  the  Farce  structure  far  World  War  II.  The  simultaneous 
development  of  the  necessary  doctrine,  the  industrial  web 
concept,  and  the  technological  capability  of  the  E-17  were 
the  keys  to  success  in  World  War  II.  Inferences  are  drawn 
for  current  and  future  Air  Force  planners. 
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CHAPTER  I 


INTRODUCTION 

Strategic  bombardment  emerged  from  World  War  II  as  th=; 
preeminent  form  of  aerial  warfare.  In  its  newly  acquired 
capacity,  recently  proven  in  the  crucible  of  war,  it  domi¬ 
nated  the  development  of  air  power  and  of  the  entire  mili¬ 
tary  establishment  well  into  the  nuclear  age. 

This  advanced  position  of  strategic  bombing  in  1946  was 
in  sharp  contrast  to  its  role  at  the  end  of  the  previous 
war.  As  World  War  I  closed,  pursuit  reigned  as  the  Ling  of 
air  warfare.  This  conception  was  popularized  by  famous  pur¬ 
suit  squadrons  such  as  the  Lafayette  Escadrille  which  had 
became  the  103rd  Pursuit  Squadron,  and  the  94th  Pursuit, 
”Hat-in-the-Ring” ,  Squadron.  These  famous  squadrons  boasted 
of  pilots  like  Rickenbacker ,  Luke,  and  Lufberry  who  epito¬ 
mized  the  glamour  and  heroics  of  the  then  high  technology 
flying  machines.  By  comparison,  the  pilots  of  the  lumbering 
DeHavilland  DH-4s  were  almost  unknown.1 

Beyond  the  fact  that  bombardment  was  in  second  place, 
the  overall  environment  further  stiffled  the  development  of 
any  air  doctrine  or  force  structure.  In  1920,  General 
Pershing  publicly  stated,  with  Secretary  of  War  Baker’s  con¬ 
currence:  ”  An  air  force  acting  independently  can  of  its  own 
accord  neither  win  a  war  at  the  present  time  nor,  so  far  as 
we  can  tell,  at  any  time  in  the  future.”  In  the  same  year 


the  Director  oF  the  Air  Service  mas  quoted  as  saying:  "Nat  a 
dollar  is  available  for  the  purchase  of  new  airplanes.’’3 

UJhat  allowed  strategic  bombing  ta  rise  From.  ser.c  nd 
place  in  an  unpopular  and  destitute  Air  Service  to  its 
of  preeminence?  A  common  but  incomplete  theory  says  it  -.is 
the  influence  of  men  like  Brigadier  General  William  A. 
Mitchell  with  the  indirect  influence  of  Giulio  Douhet  and 
Sir  Hugh  Trenchard .  Without  diminishing  their  contributions 
which  were  unique  and  revolutionary,  it  can  be  shown  that 
Mitchell  did  lay  the  foundation  and  that  he  was  influenced 
by  Trenchard.  However,  it  can  also  be  shown  that  the  major¬ 
ity  of  the  doctrine  and  force  structure  that  allowed  an 
allied  victory  in  World  War  II  while  based  an  Mitchell’s 
concepts,  were  refined  and  popularized  after  his  court  mar¬ 
tial  and  departure  from  the  scene.3 

The  central  focus  of  this  study  is  based  on  the  premise 
that  it  was  the  Air  Corps  Tactical  School  CACTS3  that 
bridged  the  gap  between  Mitchell’s  foundation  and  the  doc¬ 
trinal  and  force  structure  establishment  that  emerged  from 
World  War  II.  The  primary  abjective  of  this  study  will  be 
to  examine  the  role  of  the  ACTS  in  accomplishing  this  feat. 
Ta  accomplish  this  purpose,  it  will  be  necessary  to  examine 
the  Mitchell  era  including  the  indirect  influences  of 
Trenchard,  the  establishment  and  doctrinal  teachings  of  the 
ACTS,  and  the  impact  made  by  the  school  on  the  force  struc¬ 
ture  decisions  prior  to  World  War  II.  Finally,  conclusions 


will  be  drawn  from  the  facts  in  hopes  of  making  a  signifi¬ 
cant  contribution  to  the  development  of  future  doctrine  ond 
force  structure. 
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CHAPTER  II 


MITCHELL  LAYS  THE  FOUNDATION 

In  1917,  Major  William  Mitchell  was  the  first  Army  avi¬ 
ator  to  arrive  in  Europe  and  For  a  time  was  the  senior  Air 
Service  Officer  on  the  continent.1  When  General  Pershing 
arrived. in  France,  he  selected  Mitchell  to  be  his  Aviation 
Officer  and  recommended  a  promotion.3  This  event  was  sig¬ 
nificant  in  two  ways.  First,  there  was  the  promotion  which 
led  ultimately  ta  the  rank  of  Brigadier  General.  Perhaps 
even  more  important,  was  the  establishment  of  aviation  under 
the  new  Aviation  Officer  of  the  American  Expeditionary  Force 
CAEF] .  It  was  a  separate  entity  from  the  Signal  Corps  which 
officially  controlled  aviation  at  the  time.  General 
Pershing  acted  on  a  precedent  set  by  President  Wilson's  de¬ 
cision  to  support  a  separate  air  service;  but,  one  that 
would  not  be  officially  embodied  in  law  For  several  years.3 

Almost  immediately,  Mitchell  proposed  two  distinctive 
types  of  aerial  forces  Far  the  AEF.  The  first  consisted  of 
squadrons  attached  to  the  ground  units  at  army,  corps,  and 
division  levels.  They  would  operate  under  the  control  of 
ground  commanders  and  would  be  used  as  needed  to  support  the 
ground  campaign.  The  second  type  were  to  be  ”...  large 
aeronautical  groups  for  strategic  operations  against  enemy 
aircraft  and  enemy  materiel  at  a  distance  from  the  actual 
line.”  General  Pershing  never  accepted  the  independent 


strategic  group  concept;  but,  he  directed  the  formation  of 
squadrons  to  suppcrt  the  ground  forces.  Even  though 

Mitchell  u.Cul-1  _ •  -■  a-  V  v 

pears  to  have  accepted  . . 

he  ne.’er  abandoned  the  c--  cc_*-  .  _  1  _  .  _v 

thinking . * 

Lientenant  Colonel  Edgar  E.  Ccrre...  t.  u 
Strategic  Aviation  Branch  of  the  Air  Service  i n  rrc"cs  else 
recommended  bombing  German  commercial  centers  c'd  cc-~_.-- 
cations  to  strangle  the  German  field  armies.  He  believed 
the  key  tc  ending  the  stalemate  c~  tKe  western  front  ..as  to 
destroy  the  industries  that  supported  the  enemy  armies/"- 

Douhet,  to  whom  so  much  has  been  escribed,  was  de  slop¬ 
ing  his  awn  theories  during  this  period.  He  first  published 
his  thoughts  advocating  an  independent  and  strategic  air  arm 
in  1921. *  It  is  Fair  to  soy  they  may  have  been  developing 
their  concepts  in  parallel  and  even  though  there  may  have 
been  seme  contact,  Couhet  does  net  appear  to  have  directly 
influenced  Mitchell's  thinking. 

Conversely,  Major  General  Hugh  Trenchard  of  the  Eritish 
Royal  Flying  Corps  CRFC3  had  a  profound  impact  on  Mitchell. 
They  First  met  at  the  RFC  General’s  Headquarters  in  May, 

1917 Trenchard  believed  in  the  capabilities  of  bombard¬ 
ment  and  advocated  widespread  attacks  designed  to  crush 
civilian  morale.  The  British  attitude  was  influenced  by 
public  demand  For  retaliation  against  the  German  raids  which 


had  bombed  England  as  early  as  1S15.  In  response,  they  or¬ 
ganized  an  Independent  Bombing  Farce."  It  was  in  this  envi¬ 
ronment,  rich  in  bomber  thought  and  advocacy,  that  ’-itohell 
developed  his  personal  doctrines. 

In  September,  as  the  Air  Service  expanded  in  Frc-r.c, 
Pershing  brought  in  Brigadier  General  William  L.  S.e-'1= 

its  Chief,  and  expressing  confidence  in  Cell';-.  .  =li 

picked  him  as  the  senicr  tactical  commander  with  the  title: 
Air  Service  Commander,  Zone  of  Advance.*’  When  th.  yc  d..d 
not  progress  as  Pershing  expected  he  replaced  Kenly  with 
temporary  Brigadier  General  Benjamin  Faulois  who  brought  his 
staff  along.  Confusion  and  conflict  ensued  partly  because 
riitchell  had  been  senior  to  Faulois  before  the  latter’s  tem¬ 
porary  promotion  and  they  disagreed  an  how  ta  run  the  air 
campaign.10  Another  problem  was  that  Foulois’  staff  was  in¬ 
experienced;  many  were  civilians  appointed  to  military  rank 
only  months  earlier.  General  Pershing  noted  that  they  were: 
” . . .  goad  men  running  around  in  circles."  Mitchell  merely 
colled  them  "carpetbaggers.”11 

Mitchell,  or  rather  Pershing’s  faith  in  Mitchell,  pre¬ 
vailed  and  Brigadier  General  Patrick  M.  Mason,  an  engineer 
and  West  Paint  classmate  of  Pershing  replaced  Faulois. 
Pershing  intended  to  make  Foulois  the  Chief  af  Air  Service, 
First  Army;  however,  at  Foulois’  own  suggestion  he  became 
Patrick’s  deputy  and  the  prize  went  to  Mitchell.12 

From  this  vantage  point,  Mitchell  took  command  of  the 
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First  Air  Brigade  Formed  in  June,  1918  From  the  U .  S.  First 
Pursuit  and  First  Observation  groups  and  several  French 
units.  Although  initially  outnumbered,  they  launched 
strikes  against  German  airFields  to  divert  same  cF  the  enemy 
pursuit  to  their  protection  and  auiay  From  the  Front.1'  In 
August,  General  Patrick  placed  all  American  air  units  under 
the  Air  Service,  First  Army  with  Mitchell  as  commander.  The 
new  boss  quickly  organized  his  Forces  into  three  wings:  pur¬ 
suit,  observation,  and  bombardment.1* 

In  the  St.  nihiel  Campaign,  Mitchell  used  the  TOO 
American  aircraFt  under  his  command  and  drew  upon  allied 
Forces  For  an  equal  number.  They  achieved  air  superiority 
aver  the  battleField  aiding  in  the  ground  victory,  and 
General  Patrick  recommended  Mitchell  For  his  star.1* 

Later  that  Fall  in  the  Meuse-Argonne  OFFensive,  General 
Mitchell  coordinated  British  and  French  air  strikes  against 
troop  concentrations  and  coordinated  the  largest  joint  bomb¬ 
ing  mission  oF  the  war.  This  one  campaign  dropped  79  tans 
of  bombs  which  was  over  half  the  total  tonnage  oF  the  war.1* 
In  his  position  as  tha  premier  air  combat  commander, 
Mitchell  published  what  may  have  been  the  First  doctrinal 
statement  For  air  Forces:  "General  Principles  Underlying  the 
Use  oF  the  Air  Service  in  the  Zone  oF  Advance,  AEF . "  In  it 
he  stated  that  the  mission  oF  the  air  arm  was  to  help  the 
other  arms  in  their  missions  and  made  the  First  distinctions 
between  "tactical”  and  "strategic”  air  Forces.17 
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General  Mitchell  emerged  from  the  war  as  a  recognized 
leader  and  the  mast  experienced  air  commander.  He  retained 
his  Brigadier  rank  even  though  it  was  only  temporary,  First 
as  Director  of  Military  Astronautics  and  later  by  Filling  a 
statuatory  position  as  Assistant  Chief  of  the  Air  Service 
when  it  was  legally  established  in  1920,  based  on  the  model 
Pershing  used  Barlier  in  France.  Others,  including  his  old 
antagonist  Faulois  reverted  to  company  grades.10 

American  airpower  made  significant  advancements  in  a 
relatively  short  time  span  between  1917-1919;  however,  the 
post  war  years  yielded  stunning  setbacks  to  its  development. 
Later,  General  Henry  H.  Arnold  theorized  that  the  rapid 
growth  of  airpower  had  been  predicated  on  a  combination  of  a 
critical  state  of  international  relations  and  a  Favorable 
state  of  aviation  technology.  He  believed  such  conditions 
existed  just  prior  ta  the  1918  Armistice  and  that  they  would 
not  reappear  Far  a  decade.10  Such  was  the  environment  ta 
which  Mitchell,  his  doctrines,  and  accomplishments  returned. 

In  19S1,  while  testifying  before  Congress,  on  increas¬ 
ingly  outspoken  Mitchell  openly  challenged  the  Navy  to  a 
live  bombing  test.  Under  Congressional  pressure  the  Navy 
gave  in  and  agreed  to  allow  the  tests  against  captured 
Qerman  warships.  Mitchell  organized  the  First  Provisional 
Air  Brigade  at  Langley  Field,  himself  in  command,  to  conduct 
the  tests.  The  brigade  absorbed  the  personnel  of  the  Air 
Service  Field  Officers'  Course  midway  through  their  first 
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year  of  operation.  The  commandant,  Major  Thomas  OeUJitt 
Milling,  became  Chief  of  Staff  of  the  First  Brigade.  This 
was  the  same  Milling  who  had  served  under  Mitchell  hath  in 
France  and  in  Washington  after  the  war  . 

The  initial  tests  against  snail  ships  v  '  :  .:r.**r 

uiere  successful  using  S00  pound  bombs,  tut,  the  Navy  was 
assured  that  the  battleship  Qstf r iss land  was  unsinhuble  by 
aircraft  so  they  stood  by  to  finish  the  job  by  naval  gun¬ 
fire,  once  airpawer  had  failed.  Cn  21  July,  using  new  2000 
pound  bombs  made  available  earlier  than  previously  thought 
passible  by  the  ardcnce  corps,  the  Brigade  attached  the 
Juggernaut.  The  manufacture  of  the  bombs  had  been  delayed 
because  the  TNT  required  about  ten  days  to  cool  once  it  was 
poured.  The  production  was  accelerated  by  cooling  the  hcmb 
coses  in  ice  prior  to  pouring.  The  battleship  sank  in  100 
fathoms  before  an  astonished  crowd  of  previously  smug  naval 
officers  and  a  now  jubiliant  press.5®1 

The  tests  ultimately  included  the  sinking  of  three  sur¬ 
plus  American  battleships,  one  later  in  1921  and  two  others 
in  1924.  Of  course  this  did  nothing  to  promote  Mitchell  as 
a  friend  of  the  Navy.  He  set  the  barb  further  in  1924  when 
he  predicted  the  future  use  of  seacraft  as  auxiliaries  to 
aircraft.  Later,  a  series  of  articles  appeared  in  the 
Saturday  Evening  Past  criticizing  the  Navy.  Secretary  of 
the  Navy  Wilbur  complained  so  vehemently  to  Secretary  Weeks, 
of  the  War  Department,  that  Mitchell  was  not  reappointed  to 


the  statuatory  brigadier  general  position  as  Assistant  Chief 
of  the  Air  Service.  He  was  exiled  to  San  Antonia  in  his 

permanent  ran},  of  Colonel 

Henry  H.  Arnold,  who  considered  himself  a  friend  of 
Mitchell,  later  remarked  that  Mitchell’s  ug. tat i an  for  air- 
power  had  a  greater  effect  on  its  development  in  the  Mavy 
than  it  ever  had  m  the  Army.  He  noted  that  many  senior 
Army  officers  "set  their  mouths  together,  drew  more  into 
their  shells,  and  if  anything,  took  an  even  narrower  point 
of  view  of  aviation . 

The  end  of  the  Mitchell  Era  began  in  the  summer  of  1925 
after  two  Navy  accidents.  One  was  the  loss  of  a  huge  diri¬ 
gible  in  an  Ohio  tardada,  during  a  hurredly  improvised  tour 
of  the  midwest.  The  other  was  the  crash  of  a  seaplane  on  a 
demonstration  flight  from  California  to  Hawaii.  The  criti¬ 
cism  from  his  Texas  exile  was  so  sharp  that  he  was  charged 
with  "Conduct  of  a  nature  to  bring  discredit  upon  the  mili¬ 
tary  service.  ’,3:*  Following  conviction  in  December,  1925, 
Mitchell  resigned  in  January,  1926. 


CHAPTER  III 


DEVELOPMENT  OF  STRATEGIC  DOCTRINE 

The  Air  Corps  Tactical  School  CACTS1  was  original!* 
formed  at  Langley  Field,  Virginia  on  1  November  1S20  as  the 
Air  Service  School.1  It  was  one  of  11 -technical  and  profes¬ 
sional  schools  authorized  by  the  War  Department  an  February 
25,  1920,  for  training  personnel  of  the  Air  Service.  The 
schools  included:  two  Air  Service  Pilot  Schools  Cflying 
training!  at  Carlstram  Field  near  Arcadia,  Florida  and  March 
Field  adjacent  to  Riverside,  California,  Air  Service  Pursuit 
School,  Air  Service  Observation  School  which  also  included  c 
course  for  communications  personnel,  Air  Service  Mechanics 
School  for  enlisted  men,  Air  Service  Bombardment  Schccl ,  Air 
Service  Engineering  School,  two  Balloon  Schools  including 
enlisted  mechanic  courses,  and  an  Airship  School.  The  orig¬ 
inal  Air  Service  School  at  Langley  included:  an  Airship 
School,  enlisted  courses  in  aerial  photography  and  ballccn 
mechanics  and  the  Field  Officers’  Course.3, 

During  its  first  year  of  operation,  the  Field  Officers’ 
Course  was  redesignated  the  Air  Service  Field  Officers’ 
School,  even  though  only  a  few  of  its  students  were  actually 
of  field  grade.  The  Chief  of  the  Air  Service  reminded  the 
Commandant,  in  1921,  that  even  though  the  school  had  been 
established  for  field  grade  officers,  junior  officers  would 
continue  to  be  assigned.3  This  policy  was  apparently  due  tc 


o  general  lack  af  field  grade  officers  throughout  the  Air 
Service . 

Strack  and  Ludwig  speculated  that  Brigadier  General 
Mitchell  promoted  the  establishment  of  the  school  as  an  ad¬ 
junct  to  his  now  famous  First  Provisional  Air  Erigade  which 
conducted  thB  battleship  bombing  demonstrations.*  General 
Mitchell’s  Chief  of  Staff  at  the  Provisional  Brigade  was 
Major  Thomas  OeUlitt  Milling  who  also  performed  double  duty 
as  the  Air  Service  Officer  in  Charge  of  the  ASTS  and  uha  was 
a  graduate  of  the  class  of  1320-21.® 

However,  there  is  little  evidence  to  show  the  school 
was  established  specifically  with  the  battleship  demonstra¬ 
tions  in  mind  ar  that  Mitchell  was  ultimately  responsible 
far  its  establishment.  What  appears  more  likely  is  that 
General  Mason  Patrick,  the  non-flying  Air  Service  Chief  and 
proponent  of  a  separate  air  branch,  promoted  the  formation 
of  the  school. * 

Even  though  the  school  was  a  part  of  the  official  Army 
establishment,  its  ideas  and  teachings  were  not  always  in 
agreement  with  official  policy.  Many  of  the  views  held  and 
taught  there  were  significantly  different  from  official  doc¬ 
trines.  Therefore,  the  term:  "doctrine”,  in  relation  to  the 
school,  will  refer  to  the  prevalent  views,  concepts,  and  ac¬ 
cepted  teachings  of  the  school  and  should  be  recognized  as 
separate  from  official  Army  doctrine  of  the  era. 

The  ACTS  inherited  the  concepts  published  by  General 


Mitchell  in  ’’Notes  an  the  Multi -Motored  Bombardment  Ercup, 
Day  and  Night,”  and  it  mas  used  extensively  as  a  basis  of 
instruction . 7  However  the  primacy  af  strategic  bombing  was 
not  yet  Firmly  established  within  the  school. 

The  school  was  open  for  the  1320-21  academic  year  bwt 
-ns  utilized  to  form  the  First  Provisional  Brigade  for  the 
bomber  tests.  The  tests  disrupted  the  First  year  and  pre¬ 
vented  proper  preparation  for  the  second  year  as  well. 

These  early  faculty  and  students  gained  the  e.:perie-ce  cF 
flying  with  the  Brigade  and  learning  the  lessons  of  bombing 
First  hand.  His  "Nates  an  the  Multi-Motored  Bombardment 
Group,  Day  and  Night,”  were  written  between  the  1921  and 
1924  tests  and  were  incorporated  into  the  curriculum  by  the 
men  who  had  participated  in  the  tests. 

The  turning  point  in  the  development  of  doctrine  oc¬ 
curred  between  the  end  of  the  tests  and  the  move  of  the 
school  to  Maxwell  Field  in  1931.  It  was  the  Faculty  end 
students  at  Maxwell  who  emerged  to  develop  the  deetr * -2  em¬ 
ployed  successfully  in  Uarld  War  II." 

As  late  as  192B,  the  Bombardment  text  of  the  ACTS  advo¬ 
cated  operations  in  support  of  or  in  conjunction  with  large 
forces  af  ground  troops  rather  than  independent  air  opera¬ 
tions."  However,  another  1926  text:  "Employment  of  Combined 
Air  Force, "  indicated  a  significant  change  in  thinking. 

Major  Oscar  Westover  was  the  commandant  and  was  a  proponent 
of  an  air  arm  equal  to  the  Army  and  Navy.  Pursuit  aviation 


was  seen  as  establishing  local  air  superiority  since  command 
of  the  air  mas  "temporary  and  Fleeting."  Eambardment  mas  to 
cooperate  with  air  and  ground  Forces  by  giving  direct  sup¬ 
port  in  tactical  operations  end  indirect  support  ttr:v.,j'- 
strategic  operations.10 

This  text  also  indicated  it  mas  Futile  to  attempt,  to 
stop  air  attacks  by  aerial  combat  alone  and  that  once  air¬ 
borne  an  attack  mas  virtually  impassible  to  stop . 1 1  Dtp  rr 
the  students  that  year  mas  Captain  George  C.  Kenney,  an 
attack  aviation  proponent,  mha  joined  the  Faculty  the  ne  it 
year.13 

In  19S0  the  school  began  a  revision  oF  its  curriculum 
and  texts  under  a  nem  commandant,  Lt .  Col.  C.  C.  Culver.  He 
proposed  a  Fundamental  doctrine  to  be  used  as  the  basis  cF 
all  courses.  It  advocated  the  Army  as  the  principal  compo¬ 
nent  aF  the  military  rnith  the  air  and  naval  Forces  in  sup¬ 
port  .  His  paper  ment  on  to  say  that  the  air  component  al¬ 
ways  supports  the  ground  Forces.  This  complied  with  cFFi- 
cial  Army  policy  and  doctrine;  but,  General  Fechet  the  Air 
Corps  ChieF  disagreed  stating: 

The  objective  of  mar  is  to  overcome  the  enemy’s 
will  to  resist,  and  the  deFeat  of  his  army,  his 
fleet,  or  the  occupation  of  his  territory  is 
merely  a  means  to  this  end  and  none  of  them  is 
the  true  objective.  At  present  the  Air  Force 
provides  the  only  means  for  such  an  accomplish¬ 
ment  . 4  3 
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Captain  Robert  Olds  completed  the  course  the  same  year 
and  joined  the  Faculty.  The  Following  year,  Lieutenant 
Kenneth  WalkBr  graduated  and  joined  Olds  in  the  Bombardment 
Section.  Olds  had  assisted  Mitchell  earlier  end  Walker  was 
an  experienced  bomber  pilot.1,4 

In  1929,  the  ACTS  Assistant  Commandant,  Major  Welter  H. 
Frank  served  as  the  ChieF  Umpire  at  the  Air  Corps  maneuvers 
in  Ohio.  The  bombardment  Formations  were  so  successFu!  that 
Frank  reported:  ”A  well  organized,  well  planned,  and  well 
Flown  air  Force  attack  will  constitute  an  oFFensive  that  can 
not  be  stopped.”  By  1S30  the  theorem  had  been  incorporated 
into  a  text:  "The  Air  Farce,”  with  an  added  phrase:  "...un¬ 
supported  by  pursuit.”1®  This  was  the  rallying  cry  picked 
up  by  Walker  and  later  attributed  to  him  by  many  oF  his  stu¬ 
dents  . 

In  1931,  Olds  and  Walker  revised  the  doctrine  to  pre¬ 
dict  that  control  oF  the  air,  which  had  been  considered 
Fleeting  and  temporary,  could  be  attained  throughout  a  com¬ 
bat  theater  by  destroying  the  hostile  air  Force  in  the  air, 
on  its  airdromes,  at  depots,  and  in  the  Factories.1* 

Even  with  such  strong  bomber  advocates,  the  balance 
still  was  not  irreversibly  tipped  in  Favor  oF  bombardment. 

A  pursuit  advocate,  and  an  inFluential  one,  joined  the  Fac¬ 
ulty;  he  was  Captain,  later  Major,  Claire  Chennault.  In 
1932  the  argument  heated  up  around  the  central  issue  oF 
whether  or  not  bombers  could  penetrate  without  pursuit.  The 


debate  continued  betuieen  Olds  and  Walker  an  one  side  and 
Chennault  and  later  Uandenberg  on  thB  other. 13  When  Olds 
departed,  Captain  Harold  George  took  up  the  slack  and  they 
continued . 

Initially,  George  and  Walker  had  difficulty  countering 
Chennault's  arguments  because  they  only  had  the  1930s  vin¬ 
tage  bombers  to  use  in  their  examples.  It  uias  the  arrival 
of  the  B-9s,  B-10s,  and  the  B-12s  that  vaulted  bomber  tech¬ 
nology  past  fighters.1®  Walker  and  George  believed  bcmbers 
could  get  through  and  even  if  pursuit  achieved  superiority 
it  could  do  little  more.  Therefore,  they  proposed  bombard¬ 
ment  uas  the  basic  arm  of  aviation.1® 

Later,  George  and  Walker  converted  young  1st  Lt . 

Haywood  S.  "Possum”  Hansel  to  their  side.580  When  he  arrived 
at  the  school,  Hansel  was  probably  second  only  to  Chennault 
in  his  knowledge  of  pursuit  tactics.31  He  had  previously 
served  under  Chennault  in  the  "Men  on  the  Flying  Trapeze," 
an  aerial  demonstration  team  stationed  at  Langley  while  the 
ACTS  was  still  there.33  Hansel  had  worked  with  Walker  in 
applying  statistical  measures  to  bombing  requirements  before 
he  attended  the  school  and  by  the  time  he  graduated  he  was  a 
true  convert.  He  Joined  the  faculty  and  along  with  Walker 
and  a  classmate,  Laurence  Kuter,  continued  to  expand  on  the 
strategic  bombardment  doctrine.33 

The  pursuit  advocates  were  said  to  be  outnumbered  on 
the  ground  and  autmaneuvered  in  the  air;  and,  Chennault  was 
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said  ta  be  a  less  articulate  speaker  than  his  opponents/"* 
Chennault  continued  as  an  instructor  after  his  tour  of  duty 
was  up  by  remaining  on  in  pest  duties.  The  balance  was  ir¬ 
reversibly  tipped  when  he  retired  in  133~’ .  The  balance  ...as 
so  much  in  the  favor  cf  the  camber  advocates  that  shortly 
thereafter,  Lt .  Col.  Millard  Harr-r,  dimes'/  n  believer  in 
bombardment,  complained  he  was  ’’irked”  ct  the  lack  cf  pres¬ 
tige  accorded  ta  pursuit 

■Between  1233  and  1335,  the  capstone  of  bombardment  doc¬ 
trinal  concepts  was  laid  by  Majors  Donald  Wilson  and  Muir 
Fairchild.  Ulilsan  was  an  instructor  and  Chief  of  the  Air 
Farce  Section  from  1331  ta  1934  and  later  Director  of  the 
Department  of  Air  Tactics  and  Strategy  between  1936  and 
1940.  **  During  the  1933-34  academic  year,  Wilson  began  lec¬ 
turing  an  the  effects  of  bambino  industrial  targets,  laying 
the  Foundations  for  the  development  cf  the  concept.5*7  Major 
Fairchild  was  one  af  his  students  in  1934-35.''*'*  Fairchild 
remained  at  the  school  as  a  faculty  member  and  became  an  ad¬ 
vocate  of  targeting  the  industrial  web.  In  the  1935-36 
school  year,  Fairchild  delivered  a  lecture  titled:  "Air 
Power  and  the  City,”  arguing  that  accurately  placed  bombs 
From  just  18  aircraft  cauld  disrupt  a  major  city  like  New 
York.**  Apparently,  his  arguments  were  based  an  the  devas¬ 
tating  results  af  a  1835  power  outage  in  the  city  and  knowl¬ 
edge  of  the  electrical  distribution  system.30 

Other  instructors  and  studsnts  joined  the  effort  and 
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studied  other  industries.  One  noted  the  disruption  of 
craft  production  in  California  that  was  caused  by  a  flood  in 
Pittsburgh.--1  The  school  examined  the  Li .  S.  petrels..;-., 
steel  and  electric  industries-,  ho  _s  er  .  res*.  ®-phas.s  -us 
placed  on  electrical  sy  uter.u .  In  a:  e  of  the  northeast 

electrical  grids,  they  surmised  that  the  economy 

could  be  stretched  to  the  breaking  point  by  destroying  'IS 
hey  targets. . 

From  a  doctrinal  pc.nt  of  .ew,  the  ACTE  had  rs.-tar- 

preted  the  views  expressed  and  demonstrated  by  Ceneral 
Mitchell.  Of  greater  importance,  they  edded  nurerous  re¬ 
finements  and  expanded  the  strategy  and  tactics  to  include 
attacks  not  only  against  an  enemy’s  military  fcrces  tut  ta 
his  industries  supporting  them.  A  summary  of  the  prevail  I'-g 
doctrines  as  expressed  by  General  Hansel 1  are  presented  m 
the  Appendix. 


CHAPTER  10 


CONTRIBUTIONS  TO  FORCE  STRUCTURE 

During  the  19S0s  observation  aircraft  purchases  had 
outstripped  both  bombers  and  pursuit.  Several  factoiu 
fected  the  direction  of  these  prGcurments.  The  f_rst  uos 
cast.  Observation  planes  uere  less  complex  and  theref are 
less  costly.  A  mare  important  factor  was  the  problem  of 
defining  the  requirements  for  pursuit  and  bomber  proto¬ 
types.1  Actually  this  was  a  two  pronged  problem  based  or, 
technology  and  differences  of  opinion  among  the  advocates  of 
the  aircraft.  In  these  areas  the  ACTS  and  its  graduates, 
including  ex-faculty,  had  some  influence. 

As  previously  stated,  the  bomber  advocates  were  more 
influential  and  articulate  than  their  pursuit  counterparts. 
But,  articulation  and  influence  do  not  overcome  technologi¬ 
cal  barriers.  Only  when  the  B-10  and  E-IE  overcame  the 
major  barriers  was  progress  possible,  Mitchell  had  used 
Martin  MB-Es,  capable  of  BOO  miles  range  at  100  miles  per 
hour  to  sink  the  Ostfriesland .  The  Keystone  B-3,  last  of 
the  biplane  bombers,  was  faster  at  1E1  miles  per  hour  but 
hod  a  range  of  only  510  miles.3 

In  19S8,  an  ACTS  graduate  of  the  1SEB  class,  Major  Hugh 
Knerr  was  commander  of  the  End  Bombardment  Group  at  Langley 
Field.*  His  group  was  equipped  with  two  squadrons  of 
Keystones  and  one  of  Martin  MB-Ss.  In  maneuvers  they  proved 
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inadequate  Far  modern  warfare  particularly  in  their  surviv¬ 
ability.  A  He  proposed  two  types  of  mu  It  i i’-'ed  bombers  . 
The  First  was  a  short  range  das  barber  with  gr~ct  speed  '."d 
firepower  to  protect  itself.  The  seccrd  was  a  ic~g  range 
night  bomber  capable  of  carrying  heavy  loads.  Js.ng  dark¬ 
ness  to  aid  defense  it  could  sacrifice  some  speed  and  de¬ 
fensive  firepower.55 

General  Fechet  reviewed  the  proposal  and  ordered  the 
Materiel  Command  to  procure  a  single  aircraft  to  accomplish 
both  missions  and  perform  observation  as  well.-  This  may 
have  been  an  attempt  to  obtain  the  bomber  by  attaching  it  to 
the  mare  politically  popular  mission.  The  resulting  designs 
were  the  Douglas  B-7  and  the  Fokker  B-8.  Both  were  short 
range  and  had  limited  loads.  The  B-B  did  offer  one  contri¬ 
bution  because  its  engine  nacelles  were  built  into  the  wings 
providing  increased  performance  and  reduced  drag.7” 

In  March,  1930  the  ACTS  repeated  the  call  for  two  bom¬ 
bardment  weapon  systems;  but,  they  redefined  the  terminology 
from  ’’day”  and  ’’night”  saying  that  the  more  correct  designa¬ 
tions  should  be  ’’light”  and  ’’heavy”  bombers.  They  specified 
bambloads  of  1,500  and  5,000  pounds  respectively.  These 
concepts  were  adapted  by  the  GHQ  Air  Force  during  the  lS30s 
to  refine  the  specifications  for  future  bombers.” 

The  results  were  the  B-9  and  B-10  from  Boeing  and 
Martin  respectively.  The  YB-9,  "Flying  Pencil”,  could  do 
180  miles  per  hour  at  6,000  feet,  and  carry  5,500  pounds  of 
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bombs  S90  miles.  The  Air  Corps  bought  six.  The  S-10  uias 
Faster  at  aver  200  miles  per  hour  and  became  the  pride  cf 
the  Carps.  A  modified  version,  the  5-12,  performed  ex¬ 
tremely  -ell  against  pursuit  Formations  in  the  Air  Carps 
maneuvers  of  1934. 

The  B-17  mas  first  introduced  in  1935  as  a  result  of 
experiences  mith  the  discontinued  B-9.*°  Several  ACTS  alum¬ 
ni  performed  admirably  in  demonstrating  its  capabilities  and 
those  of  bomber  aviation  in  general.  In  hay,  1937  GHQ  Air 
Farce  directed  their  testing  in  maneuvers  oFF  the  mest 
coast.  The  basic  test  mas  a  sea  search  against  the  battle¬ 
ship  Utah.  The  Utah  mas  deployed  in  an  area  100  by  300 
miles.  The  ship  found  cover  under  a  Fog  bank  and  mas  305 
miles  off  the  coast  mhen  it  mas  Found  by  B-17  crems  using 
their  Narden  bambsights.  The  ship’s  commander,  thinking 
they  mere  safe  under  the  Fog  had  allamed  his  crem  to  remain 
topside.  In  the  attack  using  mater  Filled  bombs,  several 
crem  members  mere  injured.  The  skipper  accepted  responsi¬ 
bility  for  his  mistake  and  radioed  his  congratulations  For 
several  direct  hits.1*  The  Formation  mas  led  by  Lt.  Col. 
Olds  Formerly  of  the  ACTS.* 58  In  1938  three  B-17s,  again 
under  Olds,  intercepted  the  Italian  liner  Rex  mhile  it  mas 
still  over  700  miles  off  ths  coast.*9 

After  thorough  testing  of  the  B-17s,  Olds  recommended 
it  as  the  standard  bomber  for  the  three  bomb  groups  then 
proposed  by  QHQ  Air  Force  For  defense  of  the  east  and  mest 
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coasts  and  inter iar  of  the  nation. x+  The  U.  S.  Army  Air 
Corps  had  the  best  bombers  in  the  world,  it  just  had  too  Few 
of  them  . 1  "* 

The  problem  of  expanding  the  numbers  cf  planes,  groups 
and  people  was  a  major  task  just  prior  ta  and  just  after  the 
beginning  of  World  war  II.  On  July  0,  13H1,  President 
Roosevelt  asked  the  Secretaries  of  War  and  Navy  to  prepare 
estimates  af  their  wartime  requirements  needed  to  defeat  our 
potential  enemies. **  The  War  Department  found  this  a  diffi¬ 
cult  task  since  the  President  wanted  a  prompt  answer.  The 
onlg  guidance  was  to  fallow  RAINBOW  5,  one  af  the  pre-war 
plans  aimed  at  defeating  Germany,  Italy,  and  Japan.  The 
other  RAINBOW  plans  were  organized  for  the  defeat  of  differ¬ 
ent  potential  enemies.  The  War  Plans  Division  CWPD3  of  the 
Army  suggested  that  several  aviation  officers  be  detailed  to 
help  prepare  the  air  portions  of  the  estimates.  However, 
the  head  af  the  newly  formed,  SI  days  old,  Air  War  Plans 
Division  CAWPD3  was  Lt.  Col  Harold  George.  George  argued 
that  this  was  exactly  the  type  of  contingency  that  the  AWPD 
had  been  Farmed  to  meet  and  was  opposed  to  detailing  people 
to  the  UPD.17  He  also  argued  the  air  staff  should  prepare 
the  air  part  of  the  reply  and  was  able  to  explain  his  ideas 
to  General  Spaatz.  He  believed  the  Army  approach  might  be  a 
simple  airplane  for  airplane  comparison  against  the  enemy 
and  argued  that  a  deeper  analysis  was  needed  since  bombers 
don’t  fight  bombers  direct ly.4» 
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When  he  was  summoned  to  General  Arnold’s  office  he  was 


elated  tc  learn  the  AWPD  was  to  prepare  the  air  annex. 
General  Arnold,  the  Assistant  Chief  r.f  the  Air  Carps,  had 
seen  the  opportunity  and  convinced  the  WPD  that  a  1  Loi:’ng 
AWPD  to  work  the  air  issues  would  free  the  w?C  staff  to.  oo’- 

centrate  on  the  ground  requirements . 1 

As  earlier  stated,  Lt .  Col.  George’s  Air  War  Plans 
Division  was  only  21  days  old  when  the  requirement  had  acme 
down,  and  he  had  only  three  relatively  junior  officers  as¬ 
signed.  The  four  members  who  would  supervise  the  overall 
planning  effort  were: 


1.  Lt.  Col.  Harold  L.  George,  Chief  of  the  AWPD,  and  a 
prior  Director  of  the  Department  of  Air  Tactics  and  Strategy 
at  the  ACTS. 

2.  Lt.  Col.  Kenneth  N.  Walker,  Chief  of  War  Plans  Group 
of  the  AUIPD  and  a  prior  Instructor  in  Bombardment  at  the 
ACTS. 

3.  Major  Laurence  S.  Kuter,  borrowed  for  the  duration  of 
the  project  From  G-3  and  also  previously  an  Instructor  in 
Bombardment  at  the  ACTS . 

4.  Major  Haywood  S.  Hansel  Jr.,  Chief  of  the  European 
Branch  of  the  War  Plans  Group,  AWPD  and  of  course  a  prior 
Instructor  at  the  ACTS.  *° 

There  was  not  much  guidance  other  than  the  direction  to 
fallow  RAINBOW  5;  and,  there  were  few  analytical  models  or 


estimation  techniques  in  existence  For  air  Forces.  In 

Hansel's  own  account  he  said  :  "The  best  we  could  dc  was 
develop  our  own  formulae,  hosed  on  our  critical  experience 
at  the  Air  Corps  Tactical  School,  aur  belief  in  cine  poten¬ 
tial  of  strategic  bombardment,  and  sj  A-  W  -ij  t  "I  C*  .  .  L  i  d  I  I  ^  w  ( 

Since  he  personally  hod  wcrl.ed  with  falter  developing  many 
oF  the  statistical  tools  they  had  same  qualitative  advantage 
going  For  them. 

The  First  problem  they  had  to  solve  was  hew  to  balance 
their  unabashed  belieF  in  strategic  bombardment  against  pre¬ 
vailing  thinking  within  the  War  Department.  IF  they  were 
too  outspoken  or  Failed  to  pay  suFFicient  heed  to  the  ground 
war  they  might  Fail  and  hove  the  Final  product  replaced  with 
a  hurried  version  From  the  WPD.  Lt .  Cal.  George  decided  the 
best  approach  was  to  plan  For  all  out  strategic  warFare 
backed  up  with  preparation  For  a  later  combined  air-land  in¬ 
vasion  and  subsequent  air  and  land  aFFensives .  •*=  Following 
this  concept,  and  working  day  and  night,  these  Four  products 
of  the  ACTS  produced  the  First  comprehensive  war  plan  For 
American  air  Forces.  They  did  their  work  well;  it  was  ac¬ 
cepted  with  only  minor  modiFications  by  the  War  Department 
and  then  by  President  Roosevelt.33 

Their  plan  became  commonly  known  as  AWPD-1  and  was  an 
accurate  projection  oF  the  Forces  needed  to  successFully 
prosecute  World  War  II.  They  come  remarkably  close  to  the 
actual  Forca  structure  developed  during  the  war  in  terms  oF 


aircraft,  groups,  and  personnel.  For  a  comparison  see 
Figure  4-1. 

In  summary,  the  ACTS  directly  impacted  farce  structure 
decisions  through  a  number  of  its  most  capable  graduates  and 
former  faculty  members.  While  the  school  was  net  in  the 
business  of  developing  Force  structures  it  was  m  the  busi¬ 
ness-  of  developing  air  officers.  Their  influence  was  felt 
in  the  call  for  better  weapon  systems  and  in  the  operation 
of  them  to  prove  the  capabilities  of  bombardment  aviation. 
The  long  hours  spent  developing  statistical  estimation  tools 
by  Hansel  and  Walker  were  worth  their  weight  in  gold  when 
the  opportunity  to  prepare  AWPD-1  came  along. 


Personnel 
Combat  Groups 
Aircraft 


AWPD-1  Estimate 
2,164,916 
239 
63,467 


Actual  Use 
2 , 400 , 000 
243 

80 , 000 


Figure  4-1 

Analysis  of  AWPD-1  Estimates 


CHAPTER  U 


CONCLUSIONS 

The  transformation  of  strategic  bombardment  from  a  sea 
ondary  role  in  1918  to  the  preeminent  military  arm  in  1945 
was  due  to  the  direct  and  indirect  :rc’  of  c  relit;  ;e 

ly  small  group  af  instructors  and  students  From  the  Air 
Corps  Tactical  School.  This  broad  conclusion  is  readily 
apparent  in  the  doctrine  and  force  structure  contributions 
made  by  the  school  and  its  graduates.1 

It  is  clear  the  school  did  not  originate  the  idea  that 
bombardment  was  the  superior  form  of  airpower.  Mitchell, 
also,  cannot  be  fully  credited  with  that.  As  previously 
stated,  he  was  influenced  in  his  thinking  by  Major  General 
Trenchard.  However,  he  must  be  given  credit  for  being  the 
primary  and  the  most  influential  proponent  of  airpower,  es¬ 
pecially  bombardment.  As  such,  he  laid  the  foundation  for 
the  development  of  strategic  bombing  through  his  demonstra¬ 
tions,  teachings,  and  writings.2 

General  Mitchell's  concepts  were  refined  at  the  school 
and  became  workable  doctrine,  suitably  adapted  to  emerging 
technology.  Initially,  it  was  men  like  Oscar  Uestover  who 
openly  advocated  a  separate  air  force  when  it  was  clearly 
not  a  popular  concept  in  Army  circles.  Others,  including 
Robert  Olds  ond  Kenneth  Walker  refined  Mitchell's  teachings 
They  tackled  questions  pertaining  to  enemy  air  forces  and 
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concluded  they  should  be  attached  not  only  in  the  a*r,  but 
also  on  their  airdromes,  at  their  depots  and  in  the  Facto¬ 
ries.  The*  applied  statistical  and  mathematical  taels  to 
the  problems  of  bombing  to  verify,  quantify,  and  prove  their 
arguments . 

V'  "TE  pro-  ;  . -  ■'  1  =>  in  which  these  concepts 

were  tests!;  for,  the  bomber  enthusiasts  were  not  the  only 
zealots.  Chenncuit  and  his  associates,  by  arguing  against 
the  bomber  theories,  Farced  a  constant  refinement  and  en¬ 
sured  only  the  mast  valid  concepts  would  survi.e.  Emerging 
technology  also  played  a  decisive  role  in  bombardment ’ s 
emergence.  Hare  accurately,  technology  matured  at  an  appro¬ 
priate  time,  precisely  when  it  was  needed  to  turn  the  tide 
in  the  ACTS  debates.  Credit  must  still  be  given  to  the  men 
who  recognized  the  emerging  technology  and  used  its  presence 
to  promote  bombardment  concepts . 

The  ACTS  made  another  significant  contribution  to  bom¬ 
bardment  by  providing  a  stream  cF  high  quality  students, 
many  of  whom  remained  far  faculty  tours  and  carried  on  the 
bombardment  cause.  When  stalwarts  like  Robert  Clds  moved 
out,  they  were  replaced  by  others  like  Harold  George  and 
Maywood  Hansel 1. 

Hansell’s  conversion  from  being  one  of  Chennault's  most 
knowledgeable  lieutenants  to  a  strong  advocate  of  the  bom¬ 
bardment  school  of  thought  is  a  striking  testimony  to  its 
validity.  By  contrast,  the  advocates  of  pursuit  seemed  to 


Fade  after  Chennault’s  departure.  The  resulting  lac!,  cf 
pursuit  influence  proved  a  detriment  to  pursuit  and  bombard¬ 
ment.  Tbs  respiting  doctrines  loo!. 3d  aha  :r.ts;rat:r"  of 
p-iTs^it  t:.:  r-."  !'.c".oo  tbs  bombers  '  osnstrotcon  of  defenses  end 
survi  -acii;  t„  .  These  dsf -a-evcies  bod  to  be  oorrootod  - 

k  v.  „  u.  -  i  rr  ^ 

The  ACTS  developed  the  industrial  grad  concept  which 
went  bsaor.d  attaching  military  forces  and  their  supporting 
industries.  It  addressed  c  nation’s  entire  economic  s3stem 
and  advocated  its  destruction  or  disruption.  Admittedly, 
this  concept  had  beer,  proposed  eorlier  in  generol  ter~s, 
but,  it  was  the  ACTS  uuho  studied  specif io  industries,  as¬ 
sessing  their  overall  oantribution  to  national  sea-r.t,  c"d 
their  vulnerability  to  attack. 

The  ACTS  led  the  call  far  better  aircraft  end  weapons, 
’“tajer  Hugh  Knerr’s  original  call  for  new  bombers,  echoed  by 
the  school,  lad  to  the  E-9  and  E-1C.  ACTS  alumni  led  or 
participated  in  the  Leg  tests  that  res- 1 ted  in  the  prcc-re- 
ment  of  the  E-17.  As  previously  stated,  the  Arm*  Air  Corps 
had  the  best  bombers  in  the  world;  and,  their  presence  was 
owed  to  the  ACTS. 

In  the  eame  way,  the  Army  Air  Carps  had  the  best  doc¬ 
trine  for  employing  those  bombers,  and  they  had  developed 
the  industrial  web  concept  for  targeting  enemy  industrial 
strength.  Then,  a  group  of  four  alumni  successfully  wove 
these  three  threads  into  the  first  comprehensive  air  war 


plan,  and  set  the  pattern  Far  the  devei 
through  the  war  years.  Again,  the  debt 
The  combination  cf  these  three  elements 
into  b'or  id  War  II  created  the  cpport-r.. 
bombardment  u hen  Iicsti  I -ties  began.  In. 


pment  cF  cirpcai 
was  to  the  ACTS 
prior  tc  cur  en 

zj  - w 

*-  r*  —  **  « 


egi 


was  available,  even  iF  :r,  limited  quantities,  for  applica¬ 
tion  when  ether  Forces  still  could  not  be  brought  tc  bear. 

IF  the  contribution  oF  the  ACTS  to  the  development  oF 
strategic  bamberdment  had  tc  be  reduced  tc  one  Factor;  it 
would  be  prepared  minds.  Prepared  minds  recognized  the  val 
idity  oF  Hitchell’s  teachings  and  the  need  tc  study  cr.d  re¬ 
fine  them.  Prepared  minds  recognized  the  strategic  poten¬ 
tial  of  the  industrial  web  concept.  Prepared  minds  seized 
the  opportunities  to  develop  the  strategic  combat  power 
needed  to  win  the  impending  war.  Prepared  minds  were  the 
true  and  lasting  legacy  of  the  Air  Corps  Tactical  School. 
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APPENDIX 


DOCTRINE  DEUELOPED  AT  THE 
AIR  CORPS  TACTICAL  SCHOOL 

The  doctrines  developed  at  the  Air  Carps  Tactical  School 
were  summarized  by  Major  General  Hansell  under  Five  catego¬ 
ries  of  American  air  power  as  Fallows: 


1.  Strategic  oFFensive  air  warfare,  including  C 1 1 
the  disruption  oF  the  enemy  capability  to  wage  war 
and  the  breakdown  of  the  enemy  will  to  resist.  This 
would  be  achieved  by  selection  and  destruction  oF 
the  industrial  systems  which  produced  the  means  to 
wage  war  and  to  sustain  the  life  oF  a  modern,  indus¬ 
trialized  nation.  CH3  the  destruction  oF  the  enemy 
air  forces  if  they  constituted  a  threat  to  our  own 
nation,  to  our  military  Farces,  or  to  the  success  of 
our  air  offensive. 

2.  Air  support  af  ground  Forces  in  the  attainment  oF 
their  immediate  goals,  including  the  provision  of 
local  air  superiority. 

3.  Air  support  of  sea  forces  or,  in  the  absence  of 
such  sea  farces,  performance  of  certain  Functions  oF 
sea  power. 

4.  National  air  defense  against  enemy  air  forces 
threatening  our  own  sources  of  national  power;  and 

5.  Air  operations  against  surface  invasions  threat¬ 
ening  our  shores . 


Source:  The  Air  Plan  That  Defeated  Hitler,  by  Major  General 

Haywood  S.  Hansell,  Jr.,  pages  40-42. 
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